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REMARKS 

Claims 1-33 arc pending in the present application. ReconsidcnUion of the claims 
is respectfully requested. 

I. 35 U.S,C. S 103. Obviousness 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-33 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 as being 
unpatentable over Fader et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6.519,570) in view ofBaldwin et al. 
(6,310,952), Tliis rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As to claims 1-33, the Ofllce Action slates: 

As per claims 1, 3, 7-9, and 11 I'ader substantially discloses a 
sysLcm/mclhod of conducting a timc-anclion among queuing customers. 
A bid is received from one of the queuing customers and compared with 
the prices being offered by Ihe other customers waiting in line. 'I he 
queuing showing a user's updated posllion in tlic queue due to having bid 
a higher rate to receive scivices from the information provider (which is 
readable as Applicant's claimed invention v,^hcreln it is stated that a 
nicthod of providing service provider information to a client device in a 
distributed computer system) comprising: 

obiaining at least bids from a pi ura1 itv_of service providers ^ 
(plurality ofscrvice providers or bids receive from one of the queuing 
customers) for providing a scmce (sec., abstract, col 2, lines 36-39, fig 5, 
col 6. linos 47-64, spcciHcally wherein it is stated that the customer is 
billed al the highest bid price for the services received from the service 
provider. Applicant's newly added limilation wherein said plurality of 
scivicc providers is disclosed in the abstrat. I, specifically wherein it is 
slated that the syslem/rnetliod allow vendoi.s such as service providers, col 
6, lines 47-64, plurality ofbids); providing the bids from the pluraJiiii-Clf 
service providers (abslrcict, col 6, lines 47-04. AppHcant*s newly added 
limilation wherein said pluralily of scivicc providers is disclosed in the 
abstract, specifically wherein it is stated tlr.a the systeni/mclhod allow 
vendors such as service providers, col 6, lines 47-64, plurality ofbids). 

It is to be noted that I'ader fails to explicitly disclose an estimated 
time (or travel) completion for the service. However, Baldwin disclosesS a 
melhod/system for providing easy access to a service provider that 
provides service over a communications system. A queue 27 informs a 
caller of an esliniiUcd amount of time before the caller will reach the top of 
the queue. A set of information includes inromiation such as the name of 
the caller, the amount of money the caller is willing to pay, or bid, for a 
queue (sec., Baldwin, col 4, lines 33-61). 'Vherefoi-c, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the time-auction of Fader by including the limitation 
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detailed above because such niodificalion would provide automated access 
to service providers based upon an cstimalcd amount of time. 

Office Action, dated September 18, 2003. Appbcant respectfully disagrees. Fahcr 
teaches h system and method for conducting a time auction. More particularly, Faber 
tenches a system that enables customers to advance ahead ofotlicr waiting customers and 
rc-ccive services from a particular information or service provider ahead of those who 
are not willing to pay as much for the service. See col. 2, lines 54-57. As stated in 
Falwr, "[c]onsumcrs interested in acquiring services must first identify the service 
provider who is capable of providing the required s^crvices." See coh 1, lines 16-18. In 
other words, Faber is not concerned with identifying a service provider. Rather, Fahet is 
concerned with a time auction system an<l method for consumers who arc bidding to gain 
access to a service provider. 

Sinnlarly, lialdmn teaches a method and apparatus for providing access to an 
overly popular service provider. Baldwin teaches u queuing system that allows a caller to 
bid an amount of money to ntove up in tlic queue. See coK 2, lines 20-3 L Baldwin also 
leaches a user interface system that informs the caller of an estimated amount of time 
before the caller will reach the top of the queue. See col. 4, lines 41-51. Therefore, just 
like Faber, Baldwin is not concerned with identifying a service provider. Rather, 
Baldwin is concerned with a lime auction system and method for consumers to bid 
against each other to gain access to a particular set vice provider. 

Tn contradistinction, the present invention provides a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product for providing bids from a plurality of service providers to a 
client device. Claim I recites: 

1. A method of providing service provider information to a client 
device in a distributed computer system, a^mp rising: 

obtaining bids from a plurality of service providers for providing a 
service; 

dctennining an estimated time of completion for the service for 
each of the plurality of service providers; ;/nd 

providmg the bids from the plurality of sei^vice providers and tlic 
estimated time of completion for the service for each of the plurality of 
service pn)vidcrs to the client device. 



Page 9 of 1 5 
Ii:iat7.ct al. - 09/7[^8,059 



PAGE 14/20 * RCVD AT 12/18/2003 6:00:59 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO.EFXRF-2/3 ' DNIS:H680D0 ' CSID:972 367 2002 ' DURATION (mni-ss):05-58 



DEC-18-200^ THU 06:11 PM CARSTENS. YEE & CAHOON FAX NO. 972 367 2002 P. 15 



Neither laber nor Baldwin leaches or suggests '*ob!:iiningbids ft-om a plurality of service 
providers for providing a service," as recited in claim 1. More parliculurly, Baldwin 
leaches providing an estimated lime the customer will be waiting in the queue; however. 
Baldwin does not teach dctcnnining an estimated time of completion of the service for 
cnch of the plurah'ty of sci-vico providers. Furtherijiore, neither Faber nor Baldwin 
leaches or suggests providing the bids from the plnrality of service providers and the 
esllmatcd thnc of completion for each of the plarislity of service providerti to a client 
device. 

The Office Action states; 

a, "obtaining bids from a plurality of service providers for providing a 
sei-vicc'\ As slated above, l-ndtsr discloses lliis liniilation in the abstract, 
col 2, lines 36-39, fig 5, col 6, lines 47-64, hpecifieally wherein it is stated . 
that the customer is billed at the highest bict price for the semces received 
from the service providei. Applicant's newly added hmilation wherein 
said plurality of service provider is disclosed in the abstract, specifically 
wlicrein it is stated that the systcni/mcthod allow vendors such as service 
providers, and col 6, lines 47-64, plurality uf bids). 

OfHcc Action, dated September 1 S, 2003. Appliciu^t respect fully disagrees. The 
Absinict oS: Faber slates; 

A system and a method of conducting a time-auction 
among queuing customers is described. A bid is received 
from one of the queuing customers and compai-cd with the 
prices being offered by the oilier cu Vomers wailing in line. 
If the bid is higher than at least one of tho prices, the 
bidding customer is advanced in line ahead of the customer 
offering the lower price. The system and method provide a 
meclianism for customers willing \h pay more to advance in 
the queue and to move ahead of those not willing to pay as 
much. At the same time, the systen) and method allow 
vendors such as sei-vice providers, lor whose good or 
services customers are willing to wait in line, to maximi/.e 
the price charged for their services iU any given moment. 

Faber, Abstract. While a plurality of service providerij may be supported, Faber does not 
teach or suggest '^obtaining bids from a plurality o f service providers for providing a 
service" a nd ^^providing the bids from the plurality of sei-vicc providers and vhe estimated 
lime of completion for (he service for each ofthc pluralily of service providers to the 
client device," as recited in claim 1, The cited poi lion Faber oXso slates: 

Vagc 10 oris 
Ranu cial.-09/7iiS,059 
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This bidding process may continue as described 
above, with customers ofTcring liigl>-r bids and advancing 
ahead of one auolhcr as a result, WlT,:ri Ihc service provider 
becomes aviiiUiblc to provide services to the next customer, 
a logic unit within the system will c^itablish a real-time 
communications connection between the customer 
associalcd with the nuiubcr-l po$iti<m in the queue at that 
lime. The real-time comnninicalions connection may be 
established over a telephone network , a computer network, 
satellite network, wireless communications network, direct 
TV network, or other type of commiinications network, and 
may include an au<h'o connection, video connection, or 
odicr type of voice or data connectif>n. The customer in the 
number-l position at the time the scivicc provider becomes 
available, in effect, has won the time- auction by offering to 
pay tlie highest price to receive the service provider's 
services ahead of all odier customci=; i)t the queue. The 
customer is billed at the highest bid price for the services 
received from the service provider. 

Fahcr, col. 6, lines 46-64. Again» Faber fails to tcLich a method for providing service 
provider information to a client device in which bids from a plurality of service providers 
are obtained and provided to the client device. 

Fahcr and Haldwhi teach methods and systrjms for allowing customers to bid 
afiainsL each other for access to a service provider. This is contrary to the present 
invention, v/hich provides a method, apparatus, an^l program for allowing service 
providers to bid against each other based on an esitmatcd time of completion of the 
service. The applied references, taken alone or in combination, fail to teach each and 
every claim lin^itation. Therefore, claim 1 is not rendered obvious by the proposed 
combination oiFaher and Baldwin. 

The onicc Action also stales: 

b. "an estimated time of completion of the service for each of the plurality 
of service providers" However, the Examiner respectfully disagrees 
because Baldwin discloses a method/system for providing easy access or 
third instructions to a service provider thai provides service over a 
communications system. A queue 27 informs a caller of an estimated 
amount of time before the caller will reach the top of the queue. A set of 
infonnation includes inlbrmation such as tlic name of the caller, the 
amount of money the caller is willing to p^jy, or bid , for a queue (sec., 
Baldwin, col 4, lines 33-61, please note that estimated time of completion 
is readable as when the queue 27 informs the caller or user of an estimated 

PllgC 1 1 of 1 
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amount of time before conip)cting the call or bid. Therefore, it would have 
bcci\ obvious lo a person of ordiiiHry skill in Ihe art at the time the 
invention was made to modify \hc limc-auciion of Fader by including the 
limitation detailed above because such modiricalion would provide 
aulomatcd access to providers based upon an estimated amount of time. 

Onicc Aclion, dated SeptenA>er 18, 2003. Applicant respectfully disagrees. As staled in 
Ihc Office Action, Bahlwin clearly leaches infonniicg a caller of an estimated anioxmt of 
time before the caller will reach the top ofthe queue, whicli can only be interpreted as an 
estimated time of a start of a service and not an estimated time of completion. 
Somehow, the Office Action alleges this is "readable" as an cslimalcd time of 
completion. However, Hic only motivation for intcrprctmg the teachings Baldwin Ln 
this manner is to reconstruct the present invention using the instant claims as a template. 
Therefore, Applicant maintains that Baldwin docs not teacli or fairly suggest ^^jroviding 
the hids from the plurality of service providers and the cstinifited tmic of completion for 
the service for each ofthc plurahty of service providers to the client device," as recited in 
claim L 

i'urlhennorc, Baldwin clearly leaches allowing customers lo bid against each 
other for access to a service provider, rather than nllowing a plurality of service providers 
to bid for the right to provide a .service to a single customer, as in the present invention, 
l^hcrefore, Baldwin clearly docs not teach or suggest providing the estimated time of 
completion for the service for each ofthc phiraliiy of i^crvice providers to a client 
device, as alleged in the Office Action, 

Fnrthcrmoic, the Office Action states: 

d. ^'Obtaining bids from a plurality of service providers". As stated above. 
Fader discloses a pluralily of semce providers or bids receive from one of 
the queuing customers for providing a service (see., abstract, col 2, lines 
36''39. fig 5, col 6, lines 47-64, specifically wherein it is stated that a bid is 
received from one ofthc queuing customers and compared with the prices 
being offered by the other customers wailing in line). 

Office Aclion, dated September 18, 2003. Applic.inl respectfully disagrees. The Office 
Action fails to proffer any reasoning as to why rcc civing bids from a plurality of 
customers, as taught by Faber, is somehow equivalent to obtaining bids from a plurality 
of serv/icc pi oviders, as presently claimed. Applicant maintains that neither Faher nor 
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Bnldmn teaches or suggests ''obtaining bids from a plurality of service providers for 
providing a service/* as recited in claim 1 . 

Claims 12 and 23 recite subject matter addressed above v/ith respect to claim 1 
and arc allowable for the same reasons. Since dairies 2-11,1 3-22, and 24-33 depend 
froin claims 1, 12, and 23, the same distinctions between Fabet and Baldwin and the 
invention recited in claims 1, 12, and 23 iipply for these claims. Additionally, claims 2- 
11,1 3-22, and 24-33 recite other additional combivmlions of features not suggested by the 
reference. 

More particularly, claim 3 recites: 

3. The method of claim I, further comi^rising: 

receiving a selection of a selected service provider fronn the 

plurality of service providers and a command to place an order for the 

service with the selected service provider; ;<nd 

placing an order with the selected service provider. 

Neither Fahcr nor Baldwin, taken alone or in con\hin:jtion, teach or suggest providing tlie 
bids from the plurality of service providers and receiving a selection oFa service 
provider. As staled above, Fcd)cr and Baldwin stai i with the premise that the consumer 
has selected a particular service provider. Faher aitd Baldwin arc not concerned with 
selccliiig a scr\'lcc i^rovider from a plurality of sci vice providers for placing an order. 
The Office Action stales: 

c. '^Selection of a service provider". As noted above. Fader discloses in 
Figs 1 and 2 a plurality of scivicc providers, and therefore, it is obvious to 
recognize that the selection of a service provider would depend on the 
availability of the service providers. 

Office Action, dated September 18, 2003. Applicant respectfully disagrees. Faber 
teaches directly av^ay from the claimed invention, because Faher teaches a method and 
system in which customers bid against one another, wherein a highest bid determines 
which customer receives the service first. There iK only one service and, hence, only one 
service provider being bid upon by a givcji group of customers in the teachings of Fabar, 
Therefore, Fabcr docs not teach, suggest, or render obvious a step of ''receiving a 
selection of a selected service provider from Ihcphirality of semce providers and a 
conunand to place an order for the service whh th;- selected service provider," because it 
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is the service provider thai is selecting from a group of customers in Fahet, rather lhaii a 
cusioiiier sclccling from a plurulily of scmce providers, as in the claimed invcnlion. 

Claims 14 and 25 recite subjecL matter addressed above wth respect to claim 3 
and arc allowablo for the same reasons. Since the applied rercrenccs. taken alone or in 
conibi]iation, fail to loach or suggest each and every claim limilation, claims 3,14, and 25 
aie not rendered obvious by the proposed combination of Faber ajid lialdmn. 

Claim 5 recites: 

5. The method of claim 1 , wherein the each bid furUier includes an 
cstimaLed lime to [>crform the service al a location associated with a 
corresponding service provider. 

Neither Faber i^or Baldwin, taken alone or in combination, teach or suggest obtaining 
bids from a plurality of service providers, wherein each bid includes an estimated time to 
perform the service at a location associated with a corresponding service provider. These 
features are not addrcisscd in the Office Action; therefore, the rejection is improper. The 
Ofllec Action docs not establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claim 5. Claims 
1 0 and 27 recite subject matter addressed above wilh respect to claim 5 and arc allowable 
for the same reasons. Since the applied references, taken alone or in combination, fail to 
Icach or suggest each and every claim limitation, claims 5, 16, aiid 27 are not rendered 
obvious by the proposed combination ot Faber an<l Baldwin, 

Furthennorc, claims 6, 17, and 28 rcciie obtaining route information from a route 
determination provider based on a first location as^Yocialed with the client device and a 
second localion associated wilh a corresponding service provider. The Office Action 
niils to address this fealurc and, thus, fails to establish ixprima facie case of obviousness 
for these claims, Faber and Baldwiih l^kcn alone or in combination, fail to teach or 
suggest obtaining route information from a route tlctcrmination provider. 

Tlic Office Action states: 

c. ^'Routing information from a route provider", It is obvious to recognize 
that the role of a sci-vicc provider such as service provider 200, Figs 1 and 
2 of Fader is to route information from a first location to a second 
location. 

Office Action, dated September 18, 2003. AppHcjut respectfully disagrees, liven 
assuming, arguendo, that one would recognize th;il seivice providers 'Voute" information, 

pciijc Hons 
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neither of ihc npplicd references leaches or suggcsli; obtaining route informalion from a 
route dclerrninalion provider. The applied rerc:rciicv.*s fail lo teach or suggest each and 
every claim limitation; ihcrerorc, claims 6, 17, and 28 arc not rendered obvious by the 
proposed conibiaalion otPabcr and HaUhvin. 

Still AiUhcr, claims 7, IS, and 29 recite obtaining historical travel data from a 
historical database. Tin? Office Aclion fails to address this feature and, lhas, fails to 
cstHblish a prima facie case of obviousness for thcs-;? claims. Fabcr and Baldwin, taken 
alone or in combination, fail lo teach or suggest obtaining historical travel data from a 
historical database. The applied references fail to loach or suggest each and every claim 
limitation; therefore, claims 7, 18, and 29 are not rendered obvious by the proposed 
combination of Fnher and Haldwifi. 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 1-33 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is overcome, 

II, Coiichision 

It is respcclfuUy urged that the subject application is patentable over the prior art 
of record and is now in condition lor allowance. 

The examiner is invited to call the undcrsii^aed at the bclow-Hstcd telephone 
number ifin the opinion of the examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or 
aid the prosecution and examination of this appHc;^tion. 





Rcspoct ful ly subip itted. 
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